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GENERAL 1MTRODyCTjON
 
In 1982, TIME m^gazihe chose as its' Man of the
 
Yean not a huiYian at al 1, but a machine; the computer
 
decisiotT-^ at TIME felt that "there are some 
occasions, ■ . . when the most significant force in a 
year's news is not a single individual but a process, and ® 
widespread recognition by a whole society that this process 
is changing the course of ai1 other processes" (TIME, 198^, 
pg. 14^. One of the "processes" that is most certainly
 
being dmpacted by the computer is the educatiphal-process-

The sight of students using courseware on
 
m icrcpcbm is commoh i n schools today- Unfor tunatei y,
 
manyY of - the "educational" coursewaire packagres that are
 
avaiiatkle have been ;develQP«®^ seemingly without tho*fght tb
 
their value^as tools in en educational setting. Often the
 
prbgrammers who iieve1op Gourseware hay© ho background i n
 
education or knowledge of educational theories.
 
Educators are choosingi and evaluating this
 
courseware^ Decisions are often made witjhout the of
 
effective guide1ihes to det©rmihe the program's educational
 
worth. Many courseware packages are evaluated and
 
purchased solely oh the claims of the publisher or vendor,
 
claims which can be exaggerated or misieadihg-

Eyaluation forms and guideiines do exist.
 
Unfortunately, teaGhers may be poorly traihed in l^ooking at
 
i nrstructionai materials analytically - Forms that appea.r
 
complicated or timeVconsuming may/ be avoided. This is
 
un-fortijinate because o-ften such "forms are we11--designed ®nd
 
yie-ld useful decision"-making data. By training classroom
 
teachers how to e-ffectively e-ya:!uate courseware, poorly
 
designed courseware can be eliminated frpm "the curriculum
 
and (hope-fully> -from the marketplace. Additionally, it
 
would be Hnioped that informed be ablb to
 
identi-fy computer courseware that y aids in reaching
 
instructional goals and objectiyes.
 
With respect to computer course-ware, an "in-formed
 
teacher" ^ can be defined as sbmebne who knows how to fi hd^
 
se1ect, and rev iew educationa1 computer prpgrams -for use ,i n
 
the classrodm or computer 1ab. Teachers becomihg i n\/o1ved
 
in the iPp1emeritati^^^^ ot microcomputers in theih schools
 
will have many questions. What software is available? How
 
do T find it?^^ belp me meet my goals and
 
objectiyes? Wi11 it meet the goals and objectives of my
 
school and district? Wi11 it meet the needs of my
 
students? Is it real 1 y the best method fpr tpaching what, I
 
want to teach? Where do I f i nd guidelines for evaluatioh?
 
Which eyaiuation form is best? What should I be looking
 
for whe^ cburseware? The int®"t of th is project
 
is to answer these, as wel1 as other relevant questiohs.
 
EiyilJd!--eE--IHE_LITERMyEl
 
Evaluation is an ongoing part of the entire process
 
of acquiring software. As a teacher locates, selects and
 
reviews courseware, evaluation is taking place. A review
 
of the, literature on evaluation of instruetional software
 
gives insight into the evaluation process. Teachers who
 
are enthusiastic about the use of computer-assisted
 
instruction. <CAI) in their classrooms (as well as teachers
 
who have had the new technology forced upon them) will have
 
questions about courseware. The answers to many of these
 
questions can be found i n the,related 14terature-

Before making an inte11igent assessment of any
 
i nstriActional medium, an educator must have an
 
understanding of what evaluation is. While numerous
 
definitions have been given for the term. Berk (1979)
 
consise1y defined evaluation as "the process of provid i ng
 
information for decision making" (pg« 4). Roth (1980)
 
provided criteria for an evaluation model suitable for any
 
instruetional program. He states that criteria useful in
 
computer courseware evaluation include components for
 
evaluating context, process, product, needs assessment,
 
imp3ementation and outcome (vol. 1, 1980). Additionally,
 
criteria for formative, summative and theory-based
 
evaluation are needed for comprehensive courseware
 
evaluation (Roth, 1980).
 
 Many authors hav^ writt^en artides identitying
 
cr1teria specifically importan:^ i n the eyaiuation dtr
 
courseware. Cohen (J.983) identitied; attributes that he
 
considered important in the^^^^ d^ and develppment dt
 
educa^t s^^ he suggested thelse criteria be
 
uti 1 ized as a check 1 i st tor eva ion Steinberg , X 1983)
 
d iscussed the heed tor in-depth evaluation dt
 
suitability^ quaiity, and student use dt cdurseware. A
 
cpgnitive theory approach to evaluatidn was suggest;ed by
 
Jay (1983), inc1ud ing ^ rScomniendatidns based on cogn itive
 
theory and research ph intormation processing abilities.
 
Generally,y the criteria tor evaluation can be broken down
 
into tour areas. The Matiohal Science Teachers Association
 
(NSTA) has iebeled the tour major criteria tor evaldatiph
 
ass Po1Icy issues, Science Subject Matter Standards,
 
Instructipnal Quality, and technical duality (Texley,
 
: .i'984)„..:\ ■ ■ ■■ 
When evaluating Goursewahe it may be dittidult tp 
determine under which Griteria a jparticular aspect . pt 
evaluation might tall. For instance, some authors ihelude
 
the ease ot moditying the program under content quality
 
(Calitornis Library Media Consortium, 1983), while pthers
 
ddhsider this to be a technical concern. Ndnethe1ess^^^^
 
any curricu1um area the cr iteria tor evaluation ot cdmputer.
 
courseware can be categorizeds technical quality, cohtent
 
qua!ity, instruetional quality, and policy cohcerns.
 
  
lecjhn±cai_^aualltiiv^^^^^^ T^ quality is often
 
\/iewed as mak i ng use of the computer's ^'unique
 
capabilities^ (Allard and Reid, 19835 Jpin^r, Vesnel, Ross,
 
& Silyerstein, i982 19825 SIesnick, 1983^^
 
£l.®SsilQeSQ---£snifi!=!kt®ll-j~ ^ ^ suggested determin ing if
 
graphics and sound cpntribute or distract from a program.
 
Joiner iet al. (1982> poihted^^ o that noisy courseware may
 
be distracting to other students. Steinberg (1982)
 
discussed hdw e4fectxve use of color can high!ight or dhaw
 
^^'"a±tentl'od:-to/;i nfc^rmat iph'^.y- -:,
 
"User-friendlines^" is anbther term frequently used
 
when referring tp technical quality. Riord^n (1983) listed
 
si X attr ibutes of user""fr iend 1 y softwares 1. accident proof
 
2. simple directions 3. interactiye 4. continUbusly
 
displayed instructions 5. hints and hpjp provided for
 
i hcbrrect respphses 6. ypicP synthesized for noh-readers.
 
A third aspect of technical quality inyblyes
 
documentation. Cohen (1983) suggested manuals should be
 
provided for instructor and studpntj he stated "Tp
 
alleviate fears and resistance, both guides should be
 
extremely wel 1*-:orgah ized, clearl y stated, and provide a
 
step-by~step approach" (pg- 13).
 
when evaluating content
 
quality, the reviewer looks for acGuracyji bias or
 
 stereotypesp - distortioh o-f ; inforiflatiqn> The Cal1+orriia
 
Library Media Corisortiutm's evaluation -form includesp and^
 
cpntent evaluatioh criteria, Goncerns such as branching
 
capabi i. ities (moving to harder or easier material based oh
 
student responses), freedom from excessive violence or
 
competitipnp appropriate interest and vocabulary levelSji
 
and qprrectness of spel1ihg, grammar and punctvatipn (GLMC
 
Form ,
 
j± 1 _ ^ ■ Evaiuatipn of 
instructional qua1ity invo1ves looking not only at the 
cpurseware but alsp at its dpcuraentatioh - Joiner ;et ■ 
(1982) have recommended the fpilowing stahdardq for 
evaluating ihstructional quality: 
Is the courseware exp1icit1y tied to classroom 
curriculum, a taxonomy of objectives or,a te>«t series?^^^ r 
Are the performance objectives ahd criteria for 
success\clearly stated?: 
- program is designed for young chiIdren, can 
they uhderstand what they are t^ do, the decisions that 
they are to make^ the options that they are to se1ect from? 
The NTSA feels that we11-designed programs allow 
the student options concerning the content, level of 
difficulty, and presentation rate, and suggests that the 
program's instructional strategies be based on relevant 
educationa1 or psychological research (Tex1ey, 1984)v 
Gognitive theory has come to play a part in 
instructiona1 eva1uation of courseware- Jay (1983) focused 
ph "five i riformation-proc^essing abi 1 itie^ which should be
 
taken into account in the evaluat tt»e instructional
 
qua1ity of educationai software- These five factdrs are'
 
1V memdry amd attehtidn, 2. language and text
 
characteristies? 3. graphics and viduai prpcessihg?
 
cognitive characteristics of users and 5. feedback to
 
■users'ir;-.-/^ -' ;:'v ■" "'v': 'v"- ' ■ " i.;''-­
Another part of instructtonal quality involves the 
pedagogical aspects of the prograp- These aspects can best 
be evaluated by observing student Users- Steinberg (1983) 
states, "fio matter how qualif ied the reviev^iers, whatever 
their profession, they dd not know if a lesson really works 
until they have tried it with students for whom it is 
intended" (pg- 19). Observatioris of actual use of the 
program wi11 point to strengths and weakhesses that might 
have been Vpverldoked by the reviewer^ f^cc^ tp 
CrdveiIP (1982), students themselves are impdrtant vsoftware 
evaluators. The evaluation prpcess may develop in student 
evaluatprs a deeper grasp of the subject matter presented 
in the program they are evaluating. 
Esi ■ The final aspect of evaiuation 
is in many respects the mdst impor tant. Some of the policy 
issues that may be re1evant can .be;found in the NTSA 
evaluatioh form (Texley, 1984)i Issues such as 
compatibility With the goals and objectives of the school, 
how well the software package fits in with the other H 
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iristructtonal materials being used, and analysis b-f the
 
purppsS and intent o-f the program can be; considiered during
 
• evaluti-bn based .on- pol-icy . issues. - ■ ■ 
yaia_I.a_.Eind_Courseware
 
^ Once tamiliar with the criteria tor evaluatiDn, th®
 
teacher.^ is ready to begin the evaluation process o-if
 
flr»ding, selecting and reviewing Cburseware. A difficult
 
task -for the inexperienced user; of GAI may be finding
 
courseware to review. In a schobl district where
 
cpurseware is selected end; purchased by a trained
 
i nd i V idua 1^^^ ^ Q teanip : this may not be a problem. Howeverj
 
becrause pt t;he rapid ity with j^hich th is hew technolpgy has
 
been ihtroduced into edocatioh, classroom teachers may be
 
required to ^ ind courseware on their own.,
 
It the school district supports a technblogy
 
library or^^t^ this would be the +trst place to look
 
for software. Tec centers usually publish 1istihgs
 
of the procrrams they have a,ykilable for review. If such a
 
center is not available, the teacher might try a courseware
 
yendor who cjarries r educatipnal cpursew^re thatv wil 1 run on
 
the particu1ar m icrocomputer ittn® teacher w11 1 be usinq ■ 
Many coursewaive d irectories are published which can -be of
 
in learning the types of programs that are avallable
 
and where they can be acquired.
 
tJne such publicatipn. Educational Sojftware
 
Sinecisny (Chartrand gc Wi 1 1 iams, 1982) is typical o+ the
 
type of directory available. Software directoriesysual1y
 
include a short description of each program, publisher's
 
name and address, subject area, intended grade level,
 
format (diskette or cassette), hardware requirements,
 
computer language used, and cost. Most software
 
directories do not contain critical reviews of
 
courseware. For the teacher who is totally unfami1iar with
 
the types of programs available for GAI, the software
 
directory can be helpful in giving a broad^^j^v of computer
 
courseware on the market today.
 
The type of evaluation done when looking for
 
courseware wi11 be very cursory. According to Holznagel
 
(1983) this examination involves looking for completeness,
 
operational read iness and suitabi 1 ity for the pai^ticular
 
subjects and microcomputer. At this level, the reviewer
 
wi11 be 1ooking mainly at policy issues, and technical
 
qua]ity.
 
Once familiar with the types of programs available,
 
the teacher will be ready for the selection portion of the
 
evaluation process. While some evaluation takes place
 
when a teacher chooses courseware, selection implies more
 
indepth evaluation? evaluating the merits of the program
 
before selecting or rejecting it. Holznagel (1983) feels
 
that this level of evaluation involves more objective data­
7°}^© f-ev iewer will be now 1ook i ng at content qua1 ity and
 
instructional quality, in addition to technical quality and
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policy issues. If the teacher fails to reject the package
 
at this level, more extensive evaluatioiiv wi 1 1 follow. This
 
extensive evaluation woul4 then make up the review portion
 
of the process.
 
Holznagel (1983) lists three major sources for
 
obtaining expert data oh software evaluation; MicroSIFT
 
by the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NNREL),
 
ldicLSli£oMLseware_v^PRO/.F by the EPIE Institutesi and
 
professional journals and magazines such as AEDS^MQj2i.tor
 
and Eiectronlc^Learni.n3. The teacher could make use of
 
these sources during any phase of the evaluation process,
 
but they would be particularly helpful in reviewing
 
software that is not available for hands-on evaluatipn.
 
This partial review of the literature has yielded
 
information useful in the development of a teacher training
 
program in CDmputer courseware evaluation. As more
 
literature is reviewed, the additional information gained
 
will lead to refinement of the training proposal.
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SIAIEMENI_QF_0BJECI1VES
 
As a part o-f training in computer awareness and computer
 
literacy, classroom teachers will be able to:
 
- evaluate courseware based on four criteria:
 
technical quality, content quality, instruetional
 
quality, and policy issues.
 
•find so-ftware via directories, vendors, technical
 
journals­
select software via hands-on review or by using 
reputable sources such as MicroSiFT, Micro-
Cgmputer PlRO/FILES, or pro-fessional journals 
^nd ■' ■ /'magaz-i;nes./' ' 
- -find and us<e existing -forms and guidelines -for 
evaluating courseware. 
modi-f y, it necessary, exist ing -forms and guide1ines 
to meet personal, school or distrlet goals and 
objectives. 
- beGgmfeymore reliable evaluators ot ciomputer
 
'^■■y-'\-:courseware.
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filSIGN^OF^PROJECT
 
As part of a total program in training teachers to
 
be computer ai^are and computer literatej, this project will
 
train teachers in -finding, selecting and reviewing computer­
courseware. It is assumed that teachers involved in this
 
particular aspect of computer literacy would be familiar
 
with terminology, and technical aspects of computer use
 
W"©■ 1oading and running programs) . 
!3Qd©_Qf _,pjiesigjQt^t Ion 
Via a diskette presentation on an Apple He or a 
Model 1 or 3, the trainee will be shown, in a 
logical and sequential man^ner, how to. find, select and 
review courseware. 
The diskette presentat ion is in the f orm of a 
tutoria1 presentation, inc1uding branching for reteaching 
or reinforcement. The program will allow the user to skip 
mater ial that is aiready f ami1iar. 
E®JLisn©JL© 
There abundance of evaluation forms and 
guidelines as well as articles and books on how to evaluate 
educational materials in^ general and computer software in 
particular. Unfortunate1y, they are not always used. Even 
13
 
when they are usedy if the reviewer has not been trained in,
 
how to Lise them effectively, their reliability may be
 
questionable- By giving an introduction, via the computer,
 
regard ing what to look for and why, it is expected that
 
evaluations wi11 be more beneficial. As more teachers are
 
trained in skills of evaluating courseware and these
 
evaluations accumulate, additional insight wi11 be gained
 
as to which software packages are effective and which ^r®
 
not»
 
Design
 
inirgdiuctign. Ex. Welcome to the world of /
 
computer courseware evaluation. In this shprt presentation
 
we will inform you of ways to find, select, and review
 
courseware for use in the classroom or in the computer lab.
 
§l®4®meni_gf_eurggse. Ex. This diskette program
 
is intended to be an aid to you, the evaluator, in
 
determining the strengths and weaknesses of computer
 
courseware. You will be shown:
 
1. What computer courseware evaluation is all abQut.
 
2. How to find courseware.
 
3i How to select appropriate courseware for review.
 
4. How to critically review courseware.
 
5. flow to find evaluation guidelines and forms.
 
You may follow the program sequentially from Part 1 to 5 or
 
you in number of the area you are interested in.
 
Type in your selection (I, 2, 3, 4, or 5).
 
JL- What Computer Courseware Evaluation is All
 
About.
 
In this section the trainee is introduced to the
 
four aspects of evaluation: technical quality, context
 
quality, instruetional quality, and po1icy issues.
 
jPart__2. How To Find Courseware
 
In this section, if the computer running the
 
diskette is also connected to a printer, trainees are given
 
instruetions enabling them to acquire a current listing of
 
software sources. This feature allows adaptation of the
 
computer program to include regional or local sources of
 
computer software. The /1ist of sources can be updated as
 
necessary-

If tPie computer is not connected to a printer, the
 
computer would tell the trainees where they can find a
 
printed listing of software sources (Supplement 1). This
 
1isting includes software d irectories, national vendors,
 
and additional suggestions for finding courseware. This
 
listing makes up the "core" of the listing available via
 
the pr i nter.
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The trainee is in-formed that at this Jevel o-f
 
eva1uation ^ courseware can be rejected based on technical
 
quality or po1icy issues- The trainee can branch back to
 
sections o-f Part 1 dealing with these terms i-f so desired.
 
Part_3. hlow To Select Appropriate Courseware.
 
The design o-f this section is similar to that of
 
Part^ 2. The major sources of software evaluation are
 
listed (See Supplement 2). Again, the program is adaptable
 
so local sources for evaluation, such as schoo1 d istrict
 
technology centers, can be included.
 
The trainee is informed that co^irseware can be
 
rejected during the selection process based on any of the
 
four criteria. Through the use of examples, trainees will
 
be shown that cursory examination of bh® program based on
 
the four criteria can result in rejection of a program.
 
a program passes this cursory examination,, the revieiwer
 
111 then need to do an in-depth critical review (Part 4)­w
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Part_4.r How To Crltically Revlew Courseware.
 
In this sectidn, the trainee Is shown how to
 
evaluate courseware based on the Tour criterla oT technical
 
quality, content quality, instructional quality, and policy
 
Issuesi The program includes a branching capiabi11ty to
 
allow the tr aii nee to reTdr back to Part 1 for c1arification
 
of these four c Each df the fpur crtteria sr®
 
brpken down into re1evaht questions that the traineeds dsn
 
ask as they revelw a software package (See Supplemeht 3).
 
Excerpts from existi ng courseware are shown to demonstrate
 
how the crlterla can be met etfeotIvely- Occasslonally it
 
may be necessary to i heiude programis that do not meet the
 
criteria, in order to make a pdint.
 
To vary the presentation format, the trainee may be
 
asked to rate a particular aspect of a program against a
 
partIcuiar criteria. Because of the selectiye nature of
 
thid type of evaluatioh, there can be no"rlght" or "wrong"
 
respdhses. / However> with responsed gi yen on d cdntinuum,
 
(ex. from "extremely poor" to "exthemely good"!^ the
 
computer is programmed to respond to any response given>
 
If the example is meant to show that the criteria was not
 
well met, but the teacher responds that the criteria was
 
acceptably met, the cpmputer then brahches^^^ t reteach that
 
particular aspect of cdurseware evaluation.
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For texaiTfip 1e ^ criteria under investigation is:
 
"Are h1gh-level thinking ski 1 Is encouraged?"
 
and 	the example is:
 
^ ^ J 1 end practice of multiplication -facts '
 
one viould expect the reviewer to give that particular
 
program a low i-ati ng on h igh-1eve1 th ink i ng sk i 11sv If the
 
teacher fe11 dril l and practice did i nvolve hTgh-1eve1
 
thinkingji the program would branch to an explanation of
 
high-level thinking ski 1 Is and an explanation of why this
 
particular program was not strohjg in that area.
 
Ee£it_^§. How To Find Pub1 i shed Evaluation Guideline-s and
 
■ FormS'i	 ^ ^ 
This program is intended to give the teacher an
 
overview of courseware evaluations it is hot meant to be a
 
cbmprehensive course in evaluatipn. In this part of the
 
pro-gram, the tralhW is given a listing of existing forms
 
and guidelines. As in Parts 2 ahcl 3, the program is
 
adaptable to include local forms and guidelines. Teachers
 
can access this listing via the computer (and print it put
 
a printer) or uSe a supplementary printed
 
list (See Supplement Part 5 also includes some
 
■exampies'/of existing : f-orms. ^ 
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LIMITATIONS
 
A major limitation of this project is evaluation of
 
the program itself. Using a computer software package to
 
teach how to|evaluate computer software packages leaves one
 
• ' ■ ' '■ ■ ^ ^ i ' ■ ■ open to crjtic ism if the program is not we11-designed. 
Formative evaluation has been a "must" during development, 
however, fie1d~testing of the program has not been 
accomplished. 
Another limitation lies in determining if this 
project is meeting all of its objectives. How does one 
measure if an individual is a "better" evaluator after this 
program than they were before other than by a program 
post-test? 
The desire to include actual examples of courseware 
in this program has been limited by the need to aviod 
infringement on copyrights. Additionally, it is 
understandab1y difficult to procure permission to use 
examples that exemplify poor courseware! 
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Supp1ernent 1
 
CQUESgWARE_SOUECES
 
The electronic learning sb+tware directbry. Electroni^c
 
is®arnine, May/June, 1982, pp; 1A~10A.
 
A listing of more than 200 yendbrs i^ith addressesj phone
 
♦I' s, prograrfi SMbj ect areab, grade leverIs, cpmputers to run the 
programs, ^ program price ranges. 
Coburn, Peter et. al. Pracjblca^^l^^ to Cpmb^^®»^ AQ
 
Education. Reading, MAS Addisbn-^Wesley Publishing

Co:-j. - ;i;982'. , , ^ ■.V' ; ;" 
Includes 1istings of 10 software directories, 13 catal^o 7 
review sources and 5 clearing houses. 
Chartrand, M- J., Williams, C. D. Educatigna1 Sof ^ ware 
CO: Libraries Unlimited, Inc. 
, 1982..;' ■ -i:' ; . 
Includes publisher's name, address and phone number; 
distributprs; date of or iginal release; intended grade 1eve1; 
format (cassette br diskette) ; hardware requirements; 1anguage; 
cost; source code (Availability of the original program code or 
statements tb be modified); descriptibh. 
SLifei®ct_Entry - and Emp ire Teacher- Educat ibn and Computer 
Center (TECO Region 13ii Riverside, CAS TECC Center, 
;-i983;- ' ':--.' ­
List ing, by subject area, bf software avai1ab1e for f-ev iew 
at the TECC Center, 3939 - 13th Street, Riverside, CA 92502 
C714 
£u®--?H£l.i!i:sre_Cataiog' ■ , , ; ■ ■ ■ 
,Ayai'iabl.e- from,; ­
Ann Lathrop, Spftswap Chairpersoh
 
Microcomputer Center, SMERC Library
 
San Mateo County Office Pf Education
 
Redwood . . -Ci ty, ' ;CA: '.94063 v". , ■ ■ ■
 
costi\ ^ i".00..
 
10yRNAL§--ANE^MAGA^ V 
£i®ssroam_ComBMter_Learning (fPrmer1y Classroom ^ 
£S!BBUJtSj-ru-Nsws) (^19.95/yr. ) 
£smBut iji3_Teacher_iICCE-3ournaJL.z.--S2f^^ 
' ■ hnojlogy ­
E1ec:trohic Learning (^19.00/yr. ) ;^ 
Reel1ngs 11 (App le* ohiy)- ^
 
£e!Oeui® <Atari, Commodore, Pet, Apple fee Ohio
 
\ Scient if.ic■'•v.■
 
SQit;Sik (Apple only) 
 22
 
Supp1ement 2
 
SELECTrMG CQURSEkfABE
 
School micrpwa reviews. Oresden Asspciat#s, Inc.
 
I=>. Oi Box 246, Drasdaii, MA 04342.
 
review, Independent o+ cpu:rsewa,re publishers,
 
organized by major d iscip1ines and subjects for grades K to 12
 
Eva.luatibhs incIude summary rat^ o-f Apple, Atari, Pet and
 
jps_g0(-oia,rse'wpire with extensiye positive and negatiye
 
• coiTament:.5­
EPIE microcomouter software report. EPiE institute,
 
P. O. Box 620j Sidhy BrboUy M.V. 11^^ ^
 
' ■ Cost" "" Micro:.'dourseware:.-Pro/Ptles- '- ,.^125.,--"
 
■ ■/Mi'crogram'.Newsletteh:';-': 'did*' ^
 
PRb/PiLES inc ludes: proelucer,r cdpyr ^  intended usei^:
 
specified by. publ isher, curriculum f'pl® (i.e. language as,

siippiement^ iaj ) , confent topics, ratings ^ ~ ^ 
 
instruct ionaf design and software; anafysisp^
 
fecommendjat ionS' to 'fh®:;LP^f
 
Swi41' s educationa1 sof tware dlrectory_ t.983-g4 
I Add1ell edition.. 
Avallable -from; 
Sterling Swi+t Publishing Co. 
-7:901 South 1-35 
Austin, TX 78744 
Co3f ^ :^■^f.'4. 95: ^ 
Headings inc lude; publieher, author, ppogram/series 
name, suggested grade, general iiesc^riptipn, support ;
material^ hique features, 'hours of mat , management system,
teacher modifiabi11ty, compatabiIity, up to 3 reviews, memory
needed, additiohalhardwahe neede4> SoMmsnts and cost. 
Couhsewere revietis 1982! 50 blassrpomr:bas;ed_evaluajlong 
of microcomputer prognams 
Cbmplied; by:
 
Cs.l i+ornia Library Media Consortium tor ClassroP""
 
Evaluation o-f Microcomputer Courseware
 
.Available -from:
 
SMERC: Library Microcomputer Center-

Sen Mateo Co. vO-f-fice ,of Education
 
-333 Main Street
 
Redwood Cit-y, CA 94063
 
Each evaluation is based on a minimum of 2 independent
reviews. Data is collected until a pattern of responses can be 
determined.> At least one revie>^ will indicate student reaction 
to the program. 
. Identifies; publ isher ji price, .pPntents, equipment
needed and coniputei^ language, Subject, graPe level and type of 
program, suggested appropriate grqup sizeCs), whether Single
concept design or part of a larger instr-uctionPl package Or 
ci^rriculum series. Alsb included critical review p 
programs that have been published in journals as well as 
"compatabi li.ty and overal l-''Opi^n^ ' -:V - ^ 
  
 
 
, ■ Suppleme-nt' 3;-­
X,
 
DdCUMENJATION
 
. ■ /v ^ -Avai 1able 
Av For the teacher
 
B.'- :F student, V'"'
 
~Clearly, Wr.it^ten ■ ,; ■• ">• ■
 
'-Adeciuata; ; , ,v
 
GENERAL ■.;DESI0N ; ■ : ./■ 'r'V ' " '/ ' \
 
Does-:the; pac^kager-. ':' , . ^
 
-Make Appropr iate Use e Capabi 1itles?
 
~ SoMnd Instruct ional Organi zat ion And Theory? 
Screen is attractiye and not over-crowded-
Instruct ions are simple and Glearly stated, 
Ampuht pt teyt pn screen presents only one 
.:i dea'.at ■ 'a ^t ime 
b-eerner is informed of objectives- : 
Demonstration is provided if necessary 
Student can control the rate o-f 
presentation. 
^ The time aiibwed for the student to respond is 
^ not too long or too short. 
Reading level is apprbpriate- ^ 
Allows student to skip familiar material or 
-instruct l.ons-. ' , ' v', 
Branches to easier or harder materiel besed 
::;dh " student "responses^ 
Keeps the student informed of how well he/she 
is doing or has done. 
Duration does not exceed the attentiOn span 
/the-: ihtended"'user. 
Student can run the program without teacher
 
■ ■ a'i-d^:-. X: , , ; - ' ,X' - ; /.v ,XX
 
Provides a taeans ;f or the te to be 
inf ormed ofv student progress, 
A1Ipws the teacher to make modificat iOns to 
■the- pro'gram-.^ 
Contains correct punctuation, grammar, and 
;spe:lii V ■ , ..X v. -'^'X " 
  
2^^
 
-Respond to errors in a help+ul rriannera
 
Assists the student i-f they are having
 
dit-ficulty with the instructions.
 
Provides more information, a clue or a hint
 
it the student is unclear about what is
 
expected•
 
Should not inadvertent1y reward wrong
 
answers
 
-Respond To Success In A Positivej Enjoyable And
 
Appropriate Way?
 
-Allow The User To interact With The Computer?
 
Hitting only "RETURN" or "SPACE BAR" can be
 
boring
 
-Present In-formation In A Variety Ot Formats?
 
( Pictoriaij Numerical, Graphic, and Colorful)
 
Graphics and Color should be used in ways
 
that are appropriate and helpful.
 
Colors should be true and relevant.
 
Graphics should be imbedded in the content,
 
not just "tacked on."
 
-Run Without Errors Or Problems?
 
Will the program accept the correct answer
 
in various forms?
 
When nonsensical or incorrect answers are
 
inputted, the program should not fail.
 
-Avoid Inappropriate Competition, Excessive
 
Violence, and Stereotypes?
 
-Fit Wei 1 Into The Curriculum?
 
Can it be correlated with other materials
 
available, such as texts- ;
 
Suggest appropriate support materials
 
'v ■ ■ , . _ ' 
3. CONTENT 
- ■ - Does' rtt . 
-Present Naterial That Is Factually Correct? 
-Present Content That Is Relevant And Meaningful? 
-Do What It Is Suppose To Do In Terms Of Its 
Objectives?
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'v- > Sutpp 1ement.- 4
 
ESEM§-.AND_GUlDELlNES_FOR_EyALyAIlNg_COUEg^^
 
forms:
 
£heeMi±st_±or_identi£:^in3_iiearn
 
■-from* ^ ■ . ■ ' ^--V -".V:;; ' ■ 
WadeV T- E, J "Evaluating Computer InBtructional 
Prbgramp and Other Teaching UnitB." Educational. 
iMchnoJLogX, Vpl « 20 ( 1) , November, 1980. pp. 35. 
EyaLuat ton_^For -f r om: 
Joiner, Lee M. et- al. Mjcrocomputer in Education. 
Holmes, FLS Learning Publishers Inc., 1982. p. 89. 
TECC Evaluat jgn_iFgrm -f rom: 
Cali+ornia Library Media Consortium for classroom 
Evaluation of Microcomputer Computer Courseware 
SMERC Library Microcomputer Center-
San Mateo Co- Office of Education 
333 Main Street 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
(Available at TECC Center, Riverside) 
instruetionai_Software_Eyaiuation_Foi2:m 
f rom: 
instruc tionai_Sofiwar e__.SeLec tioni_AyGuide_io_Xb 
MicroBoftwar arnisj^rg^PAi_^Pennsyiyania_State_Dejai^ 
Educ. , p. 22 (See ERIC ED 205 201) . 
g£tLn^i--.!lll.£ns!dsn®— Form from: 
Dresden Associates, Inc. 
P. O. Box 246 
Dresden, MA 04342 
(Deta:iled review form that assesses over 45 program 
chaacteristics) . 
MFCC_Eyaiuation_Form f rom: 
Minnesota Education Computer Consortium 
Publication's Office 
2520 Broadway Drive 
St. Paul, MN 55113 
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Supplement 4 Ccont8)
 
SUISELIMESS
 
Allardg Kim E., and Bob Reid; Courseware Evaluations The
 
"SECTOR Project." Educaii.onaJL_Comguter_Maqazin©jL8^tar--Apr 1983.
 
Coburn, Peter et. al - PracticaX_Guide_to_CQmg.uters
 
ma. Addison-Wesley Publishing Co.
 
1,982.
 
--------"Evaluator'b Guide For Microcomputer-Based
 
instructional Packages" avai1ab1e trom:
 
International Council -for CQmputers in Education
 
c/o Dept. Q-f Computer and Information Science
 
University of Oregon
 
Eugene, OR 97403
 
Developed by" h4.y. Regional Educational Laboratory.
 
Includes review forms and sample reviews.
 
— "Quide1ines for Evaluating Computerized Instruetional
 
Materials" available from: >
 
,	 National Council of Teachers of Mathematics
 
1906 Association Drive
 
Reston, VA 22091
 
' Cost .^3, .75 ■ 
Includes information on obtaining software, guidelines 
for review, and evaluation form. 
Harper, Dennis O-, and James H. Stewart. RunJ._Comguter
 
- Belmone, CA: Brooks/Co1e Pub1 ish i ng Co. 1983.
 
pp 144-1.89.
 
Jay, Timothy B- "The Cognitive Approach to Computer 
Courseware Design and Evaluation," Bduca„t.i ona_l ■ 
I®£ililSliS3X? January 1983, pp« 22-25 
Joiner^ Lee M. et al. M±£.E.iS£Q|!!aL!Li®ilS—iD.— - Holmes
 
Beach, Ft.: Learning Pub1 i sh i ng Co., Inc., 1982,
 
pp 86-88.
 
Levin, D., "These Experts Can Wake You From the Software
 
N ightmare," Exg:cutive_Educator, Vo14 <3), March 1982,
 
pp 26-28.
 
Riordan, T. "How to Select Software You Can Trust,"
 
® ® JC.--.fc!®ws> vol. 3 (4), march 19S3, pp 56-61.
 
Steffin, Sherwin A- "A Suggested Mode1 for Establishing the
 
Validity of Computer-Assisted Instruetional Materials,"
 
I®chnoiogy, January 1983, pp 2.0-22^
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Suppleine'ht 4 (GUIDELINES cont.)
 
Steiriberg, Esther R> "Reviewing the In
 
E+fectiveness a-f Gowputer CourseHare," EducationaJL
 
I©£!l!ISiQ3X? January 1983, pp 1^-19.
 
Wade, t.E., Jr. "Eva1uati ng (:omputer Instructional Prpgrams
 
and Other Teaching Un its," Educatj^o^ I©£!lIii°i.03Z> vo1> 20
 
(i)j November 5 1980, pp 32-55.
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